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COMPLAINT, FORM 1.28, INVESTIGATIONS PHASE I AUDIT 
FISCAL YEAR 2009/2010 


PURPOSE 


The Office of the Inspector General (OIG), pursuant to its Annual Audit and Review Plan, 
reviewed the Los Angeles Police Department’s (Department) Complaint, Form 1.28, 
Investigations Phase I Audit (Audit), Fiscal Year 2009/2010. The Audit, conducted by Internal 
Audits and Inspections Division (IAID), was received by the OIG on April 1, 2010. This OIG 
review assessed the Audit’s Completeness, Quality, and Findings. 


BACKGROUND 


In order to facilitate the timeliness of the audit process and provide relevancy to the audit 
findings, IAID conducted its Complaint Investigations Audit in two phases. Phase I evaluated 
the procedures and controls designed to support the complaint investigations. Phase II evaluated 
the quality of complaint investigations. 


During this Phase I Audit, the personnel complaint procedures and controls were evaluated 
utilizing 13 objective attributes. Topics covered by the attributes included the selection of 
Internal Affairs Group (IAG) investigators, Department interaction with complainants, 
notification to the City Attorney’s Office, assignment of complaint investigations, and timely 
completion of complaint investigations. 


Internal Audits and Inspections Division modified this year’s Audit methodology by eliminating 
two objectives contained in their Fiscal Year 2008/2009 Audit. Internal Audits and Inspections 
Division determined that Objective No. 8, staffing of IAG investigator positions, which was a 
requirement under Consent Decree paragraph 95, is no longer applicable for testing. According 
to IAID, the requirement of providing necessary position authorities has not been codified into 
Department policy and therefore, the standard by which to test no longer exists. Secondly, 
Objective No. 9, notification of complaint intake to the OIG within one week, was eliminated 
based on a recommendation by the OIG. In its Fiscal Year 2008/2009 audit review, the OIG 
noted that applicable internal controls have been put in place through the Complaint 
Management System (CMS) to satisfy complaint intake notification requirements. 


Internal Audits and Inspections Division reported compliance rates for 10 of the 13 objectives. 
The testing methodology of the remaining three objectives did not lend themselves to meaningful 
compliance rates and therefore were reported based on meeting specified standards.’ 


Internal Audits and Inspections Division noted in their report that most Audit samples were 
randomly selected. However, IAID disclosed that samples for Objective Nos. 2 and 6 were 
judgmentally selected. 


' An example of an objective reported based on meeting a specified standard is Objective No. 6. IAID concluded 
that over 50% of the investigations were completed within 150 days, with 50% being the target minimum rate. 
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The table below describes each of the 13 objective attributes and provides the results of this 
Audit and the prior Audit. 











Teas Description of Objective Attribute 
1(a) Determine if TEAMS II data used to assess IAG applicant eligibility. 
1b) Determine if applicant’s TEAMS II data reviewed within 10 days of 
transfer. 
\(c) Determine if justification for selecting applicant with sustained 
complaints, etc. 
1 Determine if Legal Affairs Division contacted about applicant’ s 
adverse judicial findings. 
2(a) Determine if personnel complaint material available to the public. 
2b) Determine if duplicate complaint closed and investigated under 
original complaint. 
Xo) Determine if calls answered or recorded by 24-hour telephone 
complaint hotline. 
2a) Determine if complaints generated from calls to telephone complaint 
hotline. 
3 Determine if LAPD notified by City Attorney of lawsuit alleging 
misconduct. 
4 Determine if complaint classified by IAG within 10 days of date first 
reported. 
5 Determine if IAG complaint investigator has access to TEAMS II. 
6 Determine if at least 50% of complaint investigations completed 
within 150 days. 
7 Determine if complaint investigation was properly assigned to chain 
of command. 
METHODOLOGY 


Compliance 
Rate - 
Prior Audit 


98% (45/46) 


98% (45/46) 
100% (46/46) 


Not tested 
99% (360/364) 
100% (94/94) 


Standards Not 
Met 


Standards Met 
100% (119/119) 


97% (86/89) 
100% (117/117) 


Standards Met 


100% (67/67) 





Compliance 
Rate - 
Current 
Audit 


100% (28/28) 


100% (28/28) 
100% (28/28) 


86% (24/28) 
99% (431/434) 


100% (50/50) 
Standards Met 
Standards Met 
99% (148/150) 


99% (76/77) 
100% (28/28) 


Standards Met 


100% (46/46) 








The OIG assessed the Completeness, Quality, and Findings of the Audit by reviewing the final 
Audit Report, Audit Work Plan and workpapers prepared by IAID. The OIG randomly selected 
sub-samples of [AID’s samples and re-performed the same audit tests that IAID performed. The 
OIG sub-sample sizes were calculated based on a 95% confidence level, an expected error rate of 
6% and a plus-precision of 7%. The OIG’s testing was limited to those items in its sub-samples. 


The OIG conducted this review in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. These standards pertain to the auditor’s professional qualifications, the quality of the 
audit work, and the characteristics of professional and meaningful reports. Also, these standards 
require that the review is adequately planned, performed and supervised, and that sufficient, 
competent, and relevant evidence is obtained to provide a reasonable basis for the findings and 
conclusions. 
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OBJECTIVES 


The OIG review assessed each of the Audit attributes for Completeness, Quality and Findings, as 
follows: 


Completeness 


e Determine if the Audit tested and reported compliance for the 13 attributes used to evaluate 
the various systems and controls surrounding complaint investigations. 
e Determine if the Audit samples were selected from complete populations. 


Quality 


e Determine if appropriate sampling methodologies and testing questions were used. 

e Determine if there was evidence of supervisory review of the Audit. 

e Determine if the Audit completely and accurately reported the Audit’s purpose, 
methodology, objectives, results, detailed findings, and status of prior recommendations. 


Findings 


e Determine if the reported findings correctly represented significant instances in which 
compliance was not achieved. 

e Determine if there were any additional findings not reported that represented significant 
instances in which compliance was not achieved. 


RESULTS 


Completeness 


The Audit tested and reported on all 13 attributes. Based on interviews and document review, 
the OIG concluded that the Audit samples were selected from complete populations. As such, 
the Audit met the OIG’s standard for Completeness. 


Quality 


Appropriate sampling methodologies and testing questions were used, and there was evidence of 
supervisory review of the Audit. The Audit completely and accurately reported the Audit’s 
purpose, methodology, objectives, results, detailed findings, and status of prior 
recommendations. As such, the Audit met the OIG’s standard for Quality. 


Findings 


The reported findings correctly represented significant instances in which compliance was not 
achieved. Further, there were no additional findings not reported which represented significant 
instances in which compliance was not achieved. As such, the Audit met the OIG’s standard for 
Findings. 
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OTHER MATTERS 


Investigation Completion Date Entry 


Department policy has established a goal of completing most complaint investigations within 
five months of the complaint being received by IAG.’ To determine the timeliness of the 
completed investigations, the Department relies upon the complaint investigation completion 
dates entered into the Complaint Management System (CMS).° As such, the OIG reviewed the 
accuracy of the investigation completion dates entered into CMS. For the review, the OIG 
selected a sample of closed complaints including 14 chain of command (COC) investigations and 
ten IAG investigations. 


The OIG’s testing revealed that correct investigation completion dates were entered for all 14 
COC investigations, however, two of the IAG investigations had incorrect completion dates 
entered into CMS. As indicated in the table, the both investigations were completed prior to the 
recorded CMS dates.* 











Correct Investigation oust GA 
Complaint Conilenonilvate Investigation that CMS Date 
No. Completion Date in Later than 
CMS Correct Date 
08-003891 6/17/09 7/17/09 30 
09-000141 3/21/09 4/3/09 13 




















Based on these initial findings, at a later time the OIG will further test the accuracy of the 
complaint investigation completion dates entered into CMS in a more extensive review. 


RECOMMENDATION 

There are no recommendations. 

IAID MANAGEMENT’S RESPONSE 

IAID management is in general agreement with the results of the OIG’s review. 
IAG MANAGEMENT’S RESPONSE 


IAG management is in general agreement with the results of the OIG’s review. 


? Los Angeles Police Department Manual, Volume 3, Section 824. 


> The investigation shall be considered complete when the accused employee’s commanding officer receives the 
completed complaint investigation for review and findings (Los Angeles Police Department Manual, Volume 3, 
Section 824). 


* Upon notification by the OIG, IAG corrected both investigation completion date errors in CMS. 
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CONCLUSION 


The OIG concluded that the Department’s Complaint, Form 1.28, Investigations Phase I Audit 
and the associated report packages met the OIG’s standard for Completeness, Quality and 
Findings. This conclusion was supported by the OIG’s detailed review of each of the 13 audit 
objective attributes. 


